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University of Minnesota, Morris
Campus Assembly Minutes
March 7, 1983
Provost Imholte called the meeting to order at 4:10 p.m.
Spring asked whether any deadlines would be imposed for the submission of
amendments. Imholte said that the Executive Committee had discussed
whether to set more definite deadlines, but had decided that doing so
would be too great a departure from the way the Assembly had operated in
the past. Latterell stated that he was more concerned about establishing
a mechanism that would facilitate discussion. He felt there was too much
dialogue and it was very time consuming. Imholte again explained that the
matter had been discussed by the Executive Committee. It felt that
limiting discussion was too restrictive. Imholte said he would attempt to
control discussion but not cut it off. He did indicate, however, that
when the Assembly gets to the action stage, he will come on hard in
discouraging repetitive discussion. Ahern pointed out that discussion
does serve a useful purpose, and indicated that because of discussion, he
had been persuaded to withdraw a couple of his amendments.
Discussion proceeded on the By-Laws Revision on Article II. Section 3. c.
Imholte referred to an amendment from
Burnes that was distributed at the last meeting. Burnes indicated that he
was withdrawing his amendment. Kissock had met with NCATE officials
recently and found that the concern that initially prompted the amendment
was no longer relevant. Dean Blake expressed her concern that the Teacher
Education Committee had duties and responsibilities listed but no powers.
She wondered then what was their function. Kissock replied that the ·
duties and responsibilities shown were taken from what the Teacher
Education Committee had itself come up with. Its power is in assisting
and advising the Division of Education, not in policy matters. Barber
stated that the present constitution would enable the committee to set
policy and countermand the Division. He felt the committee was a liaison
between secondary education and the teaching of methods courses. Spring
wondered why the Teacher Education Committee was in the constitution at
all if it is an advisory committee to the Division of Education. Kissock
said that it may be an advisory committee but the task force felt it was a
unique advisory committee and different from the other adjunct committees.
He stated that in the 1970s, NCATE had been pushing Teacher Education
Committees. Barber said that NCATE's main concern had been to make sure
that the Teacher Education Committee was not running the Education
Division. Farrell was interested in the change of attitude by NCATE. He
wondered if their new attitude would be put in writing and sent to all
institutions with teacher education programs. Kissock replied that that
had already occurred and that he had a copy of same. Ahern explained that
NCATE had been satisfied with the explanation that the Teacher Education
Committee had worked closely with the Division. Gremmels said that this
was one of the committees with which the task force had the most difficult
time. Spring said that he still could not see it as an operating part of
an Assembly committee. Gremmels said that if the Division of Education
did consult with the committee, it would bother him to remove it from the
By-Laws. Straw asked whether it would take an amendment to remove it.
Imholte said that it would. Kissock felt a need for the Division of
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Education to have a legitimate body with which to consult, and he also
felt it was important for the rest of the campus to have a liaison with
the Division. It puts the responsibility on the Education Division to
consult with the committee. Ahern commented that the present constitution
gave the committee the responsibility of developing policies and asked why
that should not continue. Kissock said that the faculty in the Education
Division are the professionals in the field and should be the ones
responsible for the program. Ahern asked who certified people to teach
social studies. Kissock said that the signature of the Education Chair
was required for certification. Hart felt that if a student, after
graduation, failed as a teacher, it would come back to the discipline or
division involved, not Education. Kissock said the failure of the student
would come back to both of them. Thielke clarified the matter of
certification saying it required the signature of the Division Chair
encompassing the discipline as well as that of the Education Chair.
There was no discussion of Article II, Section 3, C, 2 (Minority
Experience Committee) or Article II, Section 3, c, 3 (Freshman Year
Experience Committee).
Kearnes stated that Article II. Section 3, c. 4 (International Programs
Committee) needed some clarification. The position of the International
Programs Coordinator bad been eliminated and so he proposed striking that
phrase from the proposed membership in the revision. Hinds wondered by
whose authority the position was eliminated. Blake explained that there
is currently no one coordinator, and the duties have been split among four
persons on campus. Since it was not known from year to year whether any
one person might assume the position, it was decided to simply eliminate
the title.
Farrell suggested an editorial change under the duties and
responsibilities of the International Programs Committee, changing
"Minneapolis" campus to "Twin Cities" campus.
An amendment from Henjum, Article II, section 3, C, 5 (Seminar &
Independent Study Committee) was a proposal to add an adjunct committee.
This would be an example of a committee that might last only a couple of
years, but the committee itself felt there was need for it to exist, just
as there is a need for the Freshman Year Experience Committee. Spring
asked for comment from the task force. Kearnes said it was a good example
of having taken so long to do something that it was now out of date. He
agreed that if there was substantial work for a committee to do, it should
exist. Gremmels wondered if the proposed membership could be changed from
five to four faculty to coincide with the Freshman Year Experience
Committee. Hinds wondered why the task force felt that the committee had
not done enough to remain in existence while the committee chair thought
it was doing a lot. Ahern pointed out that when the survey was taken two
years ago, the committee was not busy, now it is.
Under Article II. section 3. D. 1 (Student Academic Integrity Committee),
Straw wondered how much activity the committee actually handled. He
pointed out that in earlier discussion about whether or not a Student
Behavior adjunct committee was necessary, it was felt that the parent
committee could handle things. He wondered if this wouldn't be the same.
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Uehling was concerned that the Student Behavior Committee was not a
separate entity. With regard to the Academic Integrity Committee, he said
that in the past, it had proved beneficial to both faculty and students to
have a separate body. Benson, speaking as a member of the committee last
year, said that while they had no cases to handle, they did meet
frequently to discuss the role and procedure of the committee and to
finalize a number of important documents. Farrell commented that as a
general rule, a committee is judged on the amount of business it does. In
this case, the less business the committee has, the stronger the
institution.
Discussion moved to Article II. Section 3, P, 2 (Functions and Awards
Committee). Kemble explained that the amendment that was distributed at
an earlier meeting more accurately described the committee functions. He
said that it was mostly a case of very minor changes in wording. Kearnes
saw no problem with this. Ordway said that the task force had taken out
the word "execution." Farrell thought that perhaps the task force was
interpreting the word "execution" too narrowly and felt it could be viewed
in a much broader way. Ahern thought the wording in the present
constitution was perhaps the best. Kemble disagreed, pointing out that
the committee does not "supervise." It "works in conjunction" with
others.
Ahern called attention to his proposal that the By-Laws be approved
contingent upon the amendment of the UMM Constitution. He felt that if
the revision is passed there must be changes made in the Constitution.
Spring did not believe this was true. Ahern's interpretation was that if
an adjunct committee was not renewed, it would cease to exist. Imholte
put the question to the task force. If nothing is done, does an adjunct
committee go out of existence? Kearnes replied that something must be
done in the Assembly by a majority of the membership. Spring pointed out
that if a committee were being added, it would mean changing the By-Laws
and a two-thirds majority of the voting membership would be necessary.
However, this would not be necessary for the elimination of adjunct
committees since the revision states that they will exist for a two-year
period. Kearnes felt it would still be advantageous to do as the task
force had recommended and change the constitution. Spring felt it would
be appropriate to discuss these changes after passage of the By-Laws.
Ahern said that he was withdrawing his amendment to eliminate Article II,
section 1. E & F.
The amendment from the Civil Service Association, recommending that the
Registrar be added to the membership of the Curriculum Committee, was
brought up for discussion. Kearnes felt the request was a legitimate one
and had no objection to it. Blake wondered how the task force felt about
the concern expressed by the Civil Service Association regarding the
reduction of civil service personnel on UMM committees. Kissock indicated
that the reduction had been small, going from 13 percent to 11 percent,
and pointed out that all categories of participation had been reduced.
Ordway said that the task force had placed civil service personnel on all
committees it felt they would have interest and pointed out that committee
meetings are open for anyone who wants to attend. Imholte said that it
was not as easy for civil service personnel to attend meetings as was the
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case for faculty and students. Gremmels said that civil service interest
in a committee might not be of the same order as that of faculty and
students, and felt it was inappropriate for civil service to be
revresented on the Curriculum Committee. Thielke explained that committee
membership for civil service personnel was a way for all civil service
staff to be well informed. Spring thought it was inappropriate to discuss
this matter in abstract.
Straw posed an editorial question in regard to the use of the word
"faculty" in representing an individual. It should be used to represent
all faculty. Blake suggested replacing it with "faculty member" when
referring to one person.
With discussion on the By-Laws Revision ended, Imholte moved to item III
on the agenda for the February 14 Assembly meeting. This was an action
item from the Scholastic Committee recommending renewal of the regulation
requiring annual long-range planning.
Ordway said that when this proposal was originally set up, it was supposed
to come back to the Assembly for renewal. The Scholastic Committee felt
there had been great improvement in the advising procedure on campus and
felt the plan should be continued. Ahern asked if the Records Office was
enforcing the policy. Thielke explained the procedure followed by the
Records Office in encouraging students to consult with their advisers on
long-range planning. Uehling pointed out that the requirement is that the
planning process is available. There is no mandate for the student to
follow through on it.
The proposal to renew the regulation on annual long-range planning was
approved by voice vote.
Imholte suggested March 26 or 27 as an appropriate deadline for the
submission of any other amendments, and said that the Assembly would next
meet on the second Monday of spring quarter. The first item on the agenda
will be item IV from the agenda for the February 14 Assembly meeting
dealing with an Honors Proposal. Following that, the By-Laws revision
will be up for action.
The meeting adjourned at 5:35 p.m.
Submitted by Pat Tanner.

